
                  CTPTAC0606-ss.doc 
Cities of: Adelanto, Barstow, Big Bear Lake, Chino, Chino Hills, Colton, Fontana, Grand Terrace, Hesperia, Highland, Loma Linda, Montclair 

Needles, Ontario, Rancho Cucamonga, Redlands, Rialto, San Bernardino, Twentynine Palms, Upland, Victorville, Yucaipa 
Towns of: Apple Valley, Yucca Valley County of San Bernardino 

 

 
 

San Bernardino Associated Governments 
 

 

1170 W. Third Street, 2nd Floor, San Bernardino, California 92401-1715 
Phone: (909) 884-8276 Fax: (909) 885-4407 

Web:  www.sanbag.ca.gov 
 

•San Bernardino County Transportation Commission  •San Bernardino County Transportation Authority 
•San Bernardino County Congestion Management Agency  •Service Authority for Freeway Emergencies  

 

Agenda 
 
 

COMPREHENSIVE TRANSPORTATION PLAN TAC 
Monday, June 12, 2006, 1:30 p.m. 

SANBAG – The Super Chief Room 
1170 W. Third Street, 2nd Floor, San Bernardino 

 
 

1) Introductions 
 
2) Caltrans Local Assistance Update 
 (Caltrans staff) 
 
3) Status of Local Jurisdiction Regional Transportation Plan Project List Updates 
 (Andrea Zureick)  

 
4) Status of Valley Coordinated Traffic Signal System Program 
 (Andrea Zureick) 

 
5) Meeting new Federal Requirements for PM 2.5 Analysis 
 (Lisa Poe) 
 
6) Update on Local Jurisdiction Development Mitigation Programs 
 (Ryan Graham) 
 
7) CTP TAC Recommendation of Cost Escalation Factor for Use in the Development 

Mitigation Nexus Study 
 (Steve Smith and Ryan Graham) 
 
8) Update on SANBAG Habitat Conservation Initiative and Relationship to Transportation 

Projects (Ty Schuiling and Steve Smith) 
 
9) Summary of Board Workshop on Measure I 2010-2040 Strategic Plan 
 (Ty Schuling) 
 
10) Review of Measure I Population Estimates 
 (Ryan Graham) 
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11) Next CTP TAC Meeting will be held on July 10, 2006 at 1:30 PM in SANBAG’s Super 
Chief Room 

 
12) Adjourn 
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DATE:  May 31, 2006 
 
TO:   City Managers 
 
FROM:  Ty Schuiling, Director of Planning and Programming 
 
SUBJECT: 2007 Regional Transportation Plan 
   Transportation Project and Program Submittal Due June 21, 2006 
 
SCAG is in the process of updating the Regional Transportation Plan (RTP), which is scheduled for 
adoption by the Regional Council in December 2007.  This effort involves reviewing and adjusting 
planning assumptions including the growth forecast, financial plan, and transportation projects and 
programs to reflect the latest available information and regional priorities.   
 
SANBAG is coordinating the submittal of transportation projects and programs of San Bernardino 
County agencies on behalf of SCAG for consideration in the 2007 Regional Transportation Plan.  SCAG 
has prepared a spreadsheet of all regionally significant projects that were included in the 2004 RTP, and 
SANBAG has augmented that spreadsheet with projects that were included in the SANBAG Nexus 
Study.  The following is requested of your agency: 
 

1) Review the spreadsheet for your agency containing projects from the 2004 RTP and 
SANBAG Nexus Study. 

2) Identify changes to project scope, cost, and schedule, including project completion or project 
deletion.  If the project has been programmed in the Regional Transportation Improvement 
Program (RTIP), identify the amount programmed and the RTIP project ID number. 

3) Identify any additional projects that are not on the list you would like to be considered for the 
2007 RTP making sure to complete all fields in the spreadsheet including project limits, 
schedule, cost by phase, and funding source(s). 

 
The listing of projects is critical, as those projects that are not included as part of an adopted and 
conforming RTP will not receive environmental clearance by the federal agencies and will not receive 
state or federal transportation funds.  Additionally, the RTP must include all regionally significant 
projects, regardless of funding source, in its emissions analysis. 
 
Project submittals are due to SANBAG on JUNE 21, 2006.  The spreadsheet to be used in your submittal, 
detailed instructions for completing the spreadsheet, and “Frequently Asked Questions” will be posted on 
the SANBAG website at http://www.sanbag.ca.gov/planning/regional_rtp.html.  If you have any 
questions, please contact Lisa Poe at 909-884-8276 or by email at lpoe@sanbag.ca.gov. 
 
 
cc: Public Works Directors 
 Comprehensive Transportation Plan Technical Advisory Committee Members 
  
cm060531-abz 
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Chapter 1:  Introduction
 
 
1.1.  What is the purpose of this guidance?

 
On March 10, 2006, the Environmental Protection Agency (EPA) published a final rule that 
establishes the transportation conformity criteria and procedures for determining which 
transportation projects must be analyzed for local air quality impacts in PM2.5 and PM10 
nonattainment and maintenance areas (“areas”) (71 FR 12468).  The final rule also provides 
flexibility so that state and local resources are used efficiently.  The EPA and the Federal 
Highway Administration (FHWA) have developed this guidance to help state and local agencies 
meet the final rule’s hot-spot analysis requirements.    
 
Transportation conformity is required under Clean Air Act section 176(c) (42 U.S.C. 7506(c)) to 
ensure that federally supported highway and transit project activities are consistent with 
(“conform to”) the purpose of the state air quality implementation plan (SIP).  Conformity to the 
purpose of the SIP means that transportation activities will not cause new air quality violations, 
worsen existing violations, or delay timely attainment of the relevant national ambient air quality 
standards (NAAQS or “standards”).  EPA’s transportation conformity rule (40 CFR 51.390 and 
Part 93) establishes the criteria and procedures for determining whether transportation activities 
conform to the SIP.  
 
From this date forward, future qualitative PM2.5 and PM10 hot-spot analyses should be based on 
today’s new guidance, which supersedes FHWA’s existing September 12, 2001, “Guidance for 
Qualitative Project-Level ‘Hot Spot’ Analysis in PM10 Nonattainment and Maintenance Areas.” 
However, any PM10 hot-spot analysis that was started prior to the release of EPA and FHWA’s 
new guidance may be completed with the previous 2001 guidance.  Any PM2.5 hot-spot analysis 
that was started prior to the release of EPA and FHWA’s new guidance must meet the March 
2006 final rule’s requirements, and should meet the new guidance whenever possible.   
 
 
1.2.  What is a hot-spot analysis? 
 
A hot-spot analysis is defined in 40 CFR 93.101 as an estimation of likely future localized PM2.5 

 or PM10 pollutant concentrations and a comparison of those concentrations to the relevant air 
quality standards.  A hot-spot analysis assesses the air quality impacts on a scale smaller than an 
entire nonattainment or maintenance area, including for example, congested roadway 
intersections and highways or transit terminals.  Such an analysis is a means of demonstrating 
that a transportation project meets Clean Air Act conformity requirements to support state and 
local air quality goals with respect to potential localized air quality impacts.  When a hot-spot 
analysis is required, it is included within the project-level conformity determination that is made 
by FHWA or the Federal Transit Administration (FTA).   
 
EPA and FHWA are issuing guidance at this time for qualitative hot-spot analyses.  Quantitative 
PM2.5 or PM10 hot-spot analyses will be required when appropriate methods and modeling 
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guidance are available.  Qualitative hot-spot analyses involve more streamlined reviews of local 
factors such as local monitoring data near a proposed project location.   
 
 
1.3.  What projects in PM2.5 and PM10 areas are addressed by this guidance? 
 
This guidance provides information to meet hot-spot analysis requirements for projects in PM2.5 
and PM10 areas.  See Chapter 2 and Appendix B for more specific information. 
 
For PM2.5 areas 
 
For all PM2.5 areas, this guidance would be used to complete qualitative PM2.5 hot-spot analyses 
only for “projects of air quality concern” as defined in the final rule by 40 CFR 93.123(b)(1).  
The final rule specifies that projects of air quality concern are certain highway and transit 
projects that involve significant levels of diesel traffic, or any other project that is identified by 
the PM2.5 SIP as a localized air quality concern.   
 
A qualitative PM2.5 hot-spot analysis is not required for projects that are not an air quality 
concern.  For these types of projects, state and local project sponsors should briefly document in 
their project-level conformity determinations that Clean Air Act and 40 CFR 93.116 
requirements were met without a hot-spot analysis, since such projects have been found to not be 
of air quality concern under 40 CFR 93.123(b)(1).       
 
For PM10 areas without approved conformity SIPs 
 
For these PM10 areas, this guidance would also be used to complete qualitative PM10 hot-spot 
analyses only for “projects of air quality concern” as defined by 40 CFR 93.123(b)(1).   
 
A qualitative PM10 hot-spot analysis is not required for projects that are not an air quality 
concern.  For these types of projects, state and local project sponsors should briefly document in 
their project-level conformity determination that Clean Air Act and 40 CFR 93.116 requirements 
were met without a hot-spot analysis, since such projects have been found to not be of air quality 
concern under 40 CFR 93.123(b)(1).       
 
For PM10 areas with approved conformity SIPs
 
In areas where EPA has already approved conformity SIPs that include PM10 hot-spot provisions 
from previous conformity rulemakings, the revised PM10 hot-spot requirements in the March 10, 

006 final rule will only be effective when a state either: 2 
• withdraws the existing provisions from its approved conformity SIP and EPA approves 

the withdrawal, or  
• includes the revised PM10 hot-spot requirements in a SIP revision and EPA approves that 

SIP revision.  
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For more information on revising approved conformity SIPs, please see the February 14, 2006 
EPA and DOT guidance entitled, “Interim Guidance for Implementing the Transportation 
Conformity Provisions in the Safe, Accountable, Flexible, Efficient Transportation Equity Act: 
A Legacy for Users (SAFETEA-LU).”1  
 
Therefore, for all non-exempt federally funded or approved projects, PM10 areas with approved 
conformity SIPs must continue to follow the PM10 hot-spot procedures in their existing 
conformity SIPs until the SIP is updated and subsequently approved by EPA.   PM10 areas with 
approved conformity SIPs most likely are required to complete a qualitative PM10 hot-spot 
analysis for every project-level conformity determination, since these were the federal 
conformity requirements prior to the March 10, 2006 final rule.   
 
 
1.4.  How is this guidance structured? 
 
This guidance is in the form of questions and answers for basic components of PM2.5 and PM10 
hot-spot analyses.   The guidance addresses many issues such as: 

• What requirements must be met under the March 10, 2006 final rule?  
• When must the analysis be performed?  
• What are the different agencies involved in PM2.5 and PM10 hot-spot analyses and 

project-level conformity determinations?   
• What information should be included in a qualitative hot-spot analysis?  

 
Following the question and answer section are three appendices that provide examples of: 

• Projects that are or are not an air quality concern, 
• Approaches for qualitative PM2.5 and PM10 hot-spot analyses, and 
• Potential project-level mitigation measures.  

 
These examples demonstrate different levels of inquiry that may be used to qualitatively 
consider the local air quality impacts of projects in a given PM2.5 or PM10 nonattainment or 
maintenance area.  This guidance is not definitive for any specific project but rather is general 
guidance for all relevant projects.   
 
Additional assistance is available from: 

• EPA regional and headquarters offices,  
• FHWA division and headquarters offices, and  
• FTA regional and headquarters offices.   
 

See Question 1.6 for specific contact information. 
 
 

                                                           
1 SAFETEA-LU is Public Law 109-59.  EPA and DOT’s interim conformity guidance is available at either 
http://www.epa.gov/otaq/stateresources/transconf/420b06901.pdf, or 
http://www.fhwa.dot.gov/environment/conformity/sec6011guidmemo.htm. 

http://www.epa.gov/otaq/stateresources/transconf/420b06901.pdf
http://www.fhwa.dot.gov/environment/conformity/sec6011guidmemo.htm
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1.5.  Which parts of this guidance apply to PM2.5 hot-spot analyses and which parts of this 
guidance apply to PM10 hot-spot analyses?
 
The criteria and procedures for hot-spot analyses will be generally the same for both PM2.5 and 
PM10 areas, except for PM10 areas with approved conformity SIPs as noted elsewhere in this 
guidance.  Questions and answers in this guidance address PM2.5 and PM10 together where the 
requirements or analytical methods and data are the same.  Separate answers are provided where 
the answers differ. 
 
 
1.6.  Who can I contact for more information? 
 
For specific questions concerning a particular nonattainment or maintenance area, please contact 
the transportation conformity staff person responsible for your state at the appropriate EPA 
regional office, FHWA division office, or FTA regional office.  
  

• Contact information for EPA regional offices can be found at: 
http://www.epa.gov/otaq/stateresources/transconf/contacts.htm.   

 
• Contact information for FHWA division offices can be found at: 

http://www.fhwa.dot.gov/field.html. 
 

• Contact information for FTA regional offices can be found at: 
http://www.fta.dot.gov/about/offices/4978_ENG_HTML.htm.  

 
General questions about this guidance can be directed to: 
 

• Meg Patulski at EPA’s Office of Transportation and Air Quality, patulski.meg@epa.gov, 
(734) 214-4842; 
 

• Joe Pedelty at EPA’s Office of Transportation and Air Quality, pedelty.joe@epa.gov, 
(734) 214-4410;   
 

• Cecilia Ho at FHWA’s Office of Natural and Human Environment, 
cecilia.ho@fhwa.dot.gov, (202) 366-9862; or 

 
• Abbe Marner at FTA’s Office of Planning and Environment, abbe.marner@fta.dot.gov, 

(202) 366-4317.  
 

 
1.7.  Does this guidance create new requirements?
 
No, this guidance explains how to implement the hot-spot analysis requirements of the March 
10, 2006 final rule, and does not create any new requirements.   
 

http://www.epa.gov/otaq/stateresources/transconf/contacts.htm
http://www.fhwa.dot.gov/field.html
http://www.fta.dot.gov/about/offices/4978_ENG_HTML.htm
mailto:patulski.meg@epa.gov
mailto:pedelty.joe@epa.gov
mailto:cecilia.ho@fhwa.dot.gov
mailto:abbe.marner@fta.dot.gov
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The regulations described in this document contain legally binding requirements.  This document 
is not a substitute for those provisions or regulations, nor is it a regulation itself.  Thus, it does 
not impose legally binding requirements on EPA, FHWA, FTA, states, or the regulated 
community, and may not apply to a particular situation based upon the circumstances.  EPA, 
FHWA, and FTA retain the discretion to adopt approaches on a case-by-case basis that may 
differ from this guidance, but still comply with the Clean Air Act and the transportation 
conformity regulations.  Any decisions regarding a particular conformity determination or hot-
spot analysis will be made based on the statute and regulations, after appropriate public input.  
This guidance may be revised periodically without public notice. 
 
 
 



 

 7

Chapter 2:  Overview of Transportation Conformity Requirements 
 
 
2.1. What are the primary requirements for assessing the impacts of projects in PM2.5 and 
PM10 nonattainment and maintenance areas? 
 
Clean Air Act section 176(c)(1)(B) is the statutory criterion that must be met by all projects in 
nonattainment and maintenance areas that are subject to transportation conformity.  Section 
176(c)(1)(B) states that federally-supported transportation projects must not “cause or contribute 
to any new violation of any standard in any area; increase the frequency or severity of any 
existing violation of any standard in any area; or delay timely attainment of any standard or any 
required interim emission reductions or other milestones in any area.”      
 
To meet statutory requirements, the March 10, 2006 final rule requires PM2.5 and PM10 hot-spot 
analyses to be performed for projects of air quality concern.  Qualitative hot-spot analyses would 
be done for these projects before appropriate methods and modeling guidance are available and 
quantitative PM2.5 and PM10 hot-spot analyses are required under 40 CFR 93.123(b)(4).  In 
addition, through the final rule, EPA determined that projects not identified in 40 CFR 
93.123(b)(1) as projects of air quality concern have also met statutory requirements without any 
further hot-spot analyses (40 CFR 93.116(a)).  Please see Questions 1.3 and 2.3 for information 
on when the new PM10 hot-spot analysis requirements can be used in PM10 areas with and 
without approved conformity SIPs. 
 
 
2.2.  What is a project of air quality concern? 
 
EPA specified in 40 CFR 93.123(b)(1) of the final rule that projects of air quality concern are 
certain highway and transit projects that involve significant levels of diesel vehicle traffic, or any 
other project that is identified in the PM2.5 or PM10 SIP as a localized air quality concern.   See 
the preamble of the March 10, 2006 final rule for further information regarding how and why 
EPA defined projects of air quality concern (71 FR 12491-12493). 
 
The final rule defines the projects of air quality concern that require a PM2.5 or PM10 hot-spot 
analysis in 40 CFR 93.123(b)(1) as: 
  

“(i) New or expanded highway projects that have a significant number of or 
significant increase in diesel vehicles;   

(ii) Projects affecting intersections that are at Level-of-Service D, E, or F with a 
significant number of diesel vehicles, or those that will change to Level-of-Service D, E, 
or F because of increased traffic volumes from a significant number of diesel vehicles 
related to the project; 

(iii) New bus and rail terminals and transfer points that have a significant number 
of diesel vehicles congregating at a single location;  

(iv) Expanded bus and rail terminals and transfer points that significantly increase 
the number of diesel vehicles congregating at a single location; and 
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(v) Projects in or affecting locations, areas, or categories of sites which are 
identified in the PM2.5 or PM10 applicable implementation plan or implementation plan 
submission, as appropriate, as sites of violation or possible violation.  

 
Appendix A of this guidance includes the final rule’s examples of projects that are most likely to 
be an air quality concern, as well as examples of projects that are not considered an air quality 
concern (and therefore do not require a PM2.5 or PM10 hot-spot analysis).  However, as described 
in Questions 1.3 and 2.3, a PM10 hot-spot analysis is required for any project-level conformity 
determination in PM10 areas with approved conformity SIPs, until such SIPs are revised and 
approved by EPA.       
 
 
2.3.  When is a PM2.5 or PM10 hot-spot analysis required? 
 
In general, a hot-spot analysis would be done for required projects when a project-level 
conformity determination is completed.  This is typically done during the environmental review 
process for the National Environmental Policy Act (NEPA).  There can be limited cases, as 
described below, when transportation conformity requirements initially apply in a nonattainment 
area after the NEPA process has been completed for a project, but a project-level conformity 
determination is required for a subsequent federal approval.   
 
The following paragraphs provide more specific information for PM2.5 and PM10 areas.    
 
PM2.5 areas 
 
The March 10, 2006 final rule requires a qualitative PM2.5 hot-spot analysis to be completed for 
project-level conformity determinations for projects of air quality concern completed on or after 
April 5, 2006, when PM2.5 conformity requirements apply and the final rule is effective.2    
 
Prior to April 5, 2006, FHWA or FTA could voluntarily make a project-level conformity 
determination that includes a PM2.5 hot-spot analysis that meets the final rule’s requirements.   
 
If a project still requires a FHWA or FTA approval or authorization, a project-level conformity 
determination will be required prior to the first such action on or after April 5, 2006, even if the 
project has already completed the NEPA process.  After project-level conformity is determined 
for a project, a new conformity determination is only required under the scenarios discussed in 
40 CFR 93.104(d).3   
                                                           
2 On January 5, 2005 (70 FR 943), EPA designated areas as attainment and nonattainment for the PM2.5 standards.  
These designations became effective on April 5, 2005.  As a result, conformity for the PM2.5 standards will apply to 
newly designated nonattainment areas on April 5, 2006. 
3 40 CFR 93.104(d) states, “FHWA/FTA projects must be found to conform before they are adopted, accepted, 
approved, or funded.  Conformity must be redetermined for any FHWA/FTA project if one of the following occurs:  
a significant change in the project’s design concept and scope; three years elapse since the most recent major step to 
advance the project; or initiation of a supplemental environmental document for air quality purposes.  Major steps 
include NEPA process completion; start of final design; acquisition of a significant portion of the right-of-way; and, 
construction (including Federal approval of plans, specifications and estimates).” 
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A project-level conformity determination and hot-spot analysis will not be required for projects 
that have already completed the NEPA process and require no further FHWA or FTA approval 
or authorization on or after April 5, 2006.   A project-level conformity determination would only 
be required for such projects under the scenarios discussed in 40 CFR 93.104(d).   
 
PM10 areas without approved conformity SIPs 
 
The revised PM10 hot-spot requirements in the final rule are not effective until April 5, 2006.  A 
qualitative PM10 hot-spot analysis that meets the final rule’s requirements must be completed for 
project-level determinations for projects of air quality concern completed on or after April 5, 
2006.   
 
Prior to April 5, 2006, any project-level conformity determination made by FHWA or FTA in 
these PM10 nonattainment and maintenance areas must meet the previous conformity rule’s 
requirements for PM10 hot-spot analyses.   
  
PM10 areas with approved conformity SIPs 
 
As described above, PM10 areas that have approved conformity SIPs that include PM10 hot-spot 
provisions from previous rulemakings cannot take advantage of the March 10, 2006 final rule 
until the conformity SIP is revised and approved by EPA.   
 
Prior to that time, all project-level conformity determinations in these PM10 areas must include a 
PM10 hot-spot analysis that meets the requirements in the approved conformity SIP.   
 
 
2.4.  What air quality standards are evaluated in PM2.5 or PM10 hot-spot analyses?
 
The Clean Air Act and transportation conformity regulation require that conformity be met for 
all national ambient air quality standards (NAAQS or “standards”) for a given pollutant.  
Therefore, a conformity determination must address all relevant standards for a given pollutant, 
unless meeting conformity for the controlling standard would ensure that Clean Air Act 
requirements are met for all standards.  This conformity approach is consistent with how SIPs 
are developed for pollutants with multiple standards.   
 
The following paragraphs provide more specific information on the current 24-hour and annual 
standards that must be addressed in respective PM2.5 and PM10 hot-spot analyses. 4    
 
 
PM2.5 areas 
 
PM2.5 nonattainment and maintenance areas are required to attain and maintain two standards:   
                                                           
4 This guidance document implements conformity under the current PM2.5 and PM10 air quality standards.  EPA 
proposed revisions to the current PM2.5 and PM10 air quality standards on January 17, 2006 (71 FR 2620).   
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• 24-hour standard – 65 µg/m3 , and 

• annual standard –  15.0 µg/m3 

 
The current 24-hour standard is based on a 3-year average of the 98th percentile of 24-hour PM2.5 
concentrations; the current annual standard is based on a 3-year average of annual mean PM2.5 
concentrations.  
 
A PM2.5 hot-spot analysis must consider both standards, unless it is determined for a given area 
that meeting the controlling standard would ensure that Clean Air Act requirements are met for 
both standards.  The interagency consultation process should be used to discuss how the 
qualitative PM2.5 hot-spot analysis meets statutory and regulatory requirements for both PM2.5 
standards, depending on the factors that are evaluated for a given project.   
 
PM10 areas 
 
PM10 nonattainment and maintenance areas are required to attain and maintain two standards as 
well: 

• 24-hour standard – 150 µg/m3, and  
• Annual standard – 50 µg/m3 

 

The 24-hour PM10 standard is attained when the average number of exceedances in the past three 
calendar years is less than or equal to 1.0.  An exceedance occurs when a 24-hour concentration 
of 155 µg/m3 or greater is measured at a site.  The annual PM10 standard is attained if the average 
of the annual arithmetic means for the past three calendar years is less than or equal to 50 µg/m3. 
  
A PM10 hot-spot analysis must consider both standards, unless it is determined for a given area 
that meeting the controlling standard would ensure that Clean Air Act requirements are met for 
both standards.  The interagency consultation process should be used to discuss how the 
qualitative PM10 hot-spot analysis meets statutory and regulatory requirements for both PM10 
standards, depending on the factors that are evaluated for a given project.   
 
 
2.5.  What is the definition of causing a new violation or increasing the frequency or 
severity of an existing air quality violation? 
 
A PM2.5 or PM10 hot-spot analysis assesses potential new or worsened future violations due to 
the project in combination with changes in background air quality concentrations.  The 
interagency consultation process would be used to determine if new violations or increases in the 
frequency or severity of existing violations are anticipated based on the hot-spot analysis.   
 
 
40 CFR 93.101 already defines when a new or worsened air quality violation is determined to 
occur:    
 

“Cause or contribute to a new violation for a project means: 
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(1) To cause or contribute to a new violation of a standard in the area substantially 
affected by the project or over a region which would otherwise not be in violation of the standard 
during the future period in question, if the project were not implemented; or 

(2) To contribute to a new violation in a manner that would increase the frequency or 
severity of a new violation of a standard in such area.” 
 

“Increase the frequency of severity means to cause a location or region to exceed a 
standard more often or to cause a violation at a greater concentration than previously existed 
and/or would otherwise exist during the future period in question, if the project were not 
implemented.” 

 
These definitions apply whether air quality information at the project location is used or when a 
monitor not in the geographic area of the project is used because it is located near a different 
project with similar characteristics (i.e., a “surrogate”).  
     
In addition, as discussed in the preamble to the November 24, 1993, transportation conformity 
rule, EPA believes that “a seemingly new violation may be considered to be a relocation and 
reduction of an existing violation only if it were in the area substantially affected by the project 
and if the predicted [future] design value for the “new” site would be less than the design value 
at the “old” site without the project – that is, if there would be a net air quality benefit” (58 FR 
62213).   
 
 
2.6.  What are the interagency consultation requirements for PM2.5  and PM10 hot-spot 
analyses? 
 
The interagency consultation process is an important tool to completing project-level conformity 
determinations and hot-spot analyses.5  Interagency consultation must also be used to evaluate 
and choose associated methods and assumptions to be used in PM2.5 and PM10 hot-spot analyses 
(40 CFR 93.105(c)(1)(i)).   
 
The different agencies that can be involved in the interagency consultation process include the 
project sponsor, other state and local transportation and air quality agencies, EPA, FHWA, and 
FTA.    
 
 
 
 
2.7.  What are the roles and responsibilities of different agencies in project-level conformity 
determinations? 
 
Roles and responsibilities of different agencies for meeting the transportation conformity 
requirements are addressed in 40 CFR 93.105 or in the approved conformity SIP.  The following 
                                                           
5 Throughout this document, the term “interagency consultation process” is intended to mean that process required 
by 40 CFR 93.105 for transportation conformity determinations. 



 

 12

paragraphs provide more information on the potential roles and responsibilities in implementing 
the PM2.5 and PM10 hot-spot analysis requirements. 
 
Project Sponsor 
 
The project sponsor is the agency responsible for implementing the project.  Typically, the 
project sponsor is a local government, transit operator, or state department of transportation.  The 
project sponsor is responsible for providing the PM2.5  and/or PM10 qualitative hot-spot analysis 
addressed in this guidance and meeting consultation requirements described in 40 CFR 93.105 or 
the approved conformity SIP.  The interagency consultation process is critical to completing 
project-level conformity determinations and qualitative PM2.5 and PM10 hot-spot analyses.  The 
project sponsor, in cooperation with federal agencies, is also responsible for conducting the 
environmental analysis and review to comply with NEPA as required by the Council on 
Environmental Quality regulations (40 CFR 1500-1508) and the FHWA/FTA Environmental 
Impact and Related Procedures (23 CFR Part 771). 
 
FHWA and FTA  
   
FHWA and FTA are responsible for determining that the requirements of the transportation 
conformity rule are met.  PM2.5 or PM10 hot-spot analyses would generally be included in 
documents prepared to meet NEPA requirements.  Such documents may include: 

• an Environmental Impact Statement (EIS) with a Record of Decision (ROD); 
• an Environmental Assessment (EA) with a Finding of No Significant Impact (FONSI); or  
• a Categorical Exclusion (CE) determination.   

It is the responsibility of either FHWA or FTA to review and approve these NEPA documents 
for their certain actions.   
 
EPA  
 
EPA is responsible for promulgating transportation conformity regulations and related guidance, 
and as such, provides general and specific policy and technical assistance to federal, state, and 
local conformity implementers.  EPA is also an active member of the interagency consultation 
process regarding conformity determinations.  Additionally, EPA reviews submitted SIPs and 
makes adequacy or other findings as appropriate for conformity purposes, and provides policy 
and technical support with air quality modeling and monitoring issues. 
 



 

 13

State and local air agencies  
 
State and local air quality agencies are part of the interagency consultation process and aid in air 
quality and transportation modeling.  These agencies may provide much of the data required to 
perform a qualitative PM2.5 or PM10 hot-spot analysis, as described in Questions 4.4 and 4.5).  
The state air quality agency also operates the air quality monitoring network and is responsible 
for developing SIPs for PM2.5 and PM10 nonattainment and maintenance areas. 
 
 
2.8.  What are the public participation requirements for PM2.5  and PM10 hot-spot 
analyses? 
 
Affected agencies developing project-level conformity determinations (and any associated PM2.5 
or PM10 hot-spot analysis) need to establish a proactive public involvement process that provides 
opportunity for public review and comment.  The NEPA public involvement process can be used 
to satisfy these public participation requirements, since project-level conformity determinations 
are usually conducted as part of the NEPA process.  If a project-level conformity determination 
that includes an associated hot-spot analysis is done after NEPA is completed, as described in 
Question 2.3, a public comment period is also to be provided. 
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Chapter 3:  Analytical Requirements 
 
 
3.1.  What are the general analytical requirements for PM2.5 and PM10 hot-spot analyses?   
 
In the March 2006 final rule, EPA retained for PM10 areas and extended for PM2.5 areas the 
general requirements in 40 CFR 93.123(c) for all hot-spot analyses (71 FR 12496-12497).  These 
requirements are as follows: 

• Analyzing the total emissions burden of direct PM2.5 or PM10 emissions which may result 
from the implementation of the projects (including re-entrained road dust and 
construction emissions as appropriate, as described below), summed together with future 
background concentrations; 

• Analyzing the entire transportation project, after the identification of major design 
features which will significantly impact local concentrations; 

• Using consistent assumptions with those used in regional emissions analyses for inputs 
that are required for both analyses (e.g., temperature, humidity); 

• Assuming the implementation of mitigation or control measures only where written 
commitments for such measures have been obtained (40 CFR 93.125(c)); and 

• Not considering temporary emissions increases from construction-related activities which 
occur only during the construction phase and last five years or less at any individual site. 

 
For a project-level conformity determination, the design concept and scope of the project must 
be consistent with that included in the conforming transportation plan and transportation 
improvement program (TIP).  Any significant change in a project’s design concept or scope will 
require a reevaluation of regional emissions (i.e., a new plan/TIP conformity determination) and 
a new project-level conformity determination and hot-spot analysis.  
 
PM2.5 and PM10 hot-spot analyses must also be based on the latest planning assumptions. In 
addition, FHWA or FTA, as applicable, must obtain from the project sponsor and/or operator 
enforceable written commitments to implement any required project-level control or mitigation 
measures, prior to making a project-level conformity determination (40 CFR 93.125(c)).   
 
 
3.2.  What emissions are considered in PM2.5 and PM10 hot-spot analyses? 
 
Hot-spot analyses under this guidance must be based only on directly emitted PM2.5 or PM10 
emissions.  Tailpipe, break wear, and tire wear PM2.5 or PM10 would always be considered in a 
project’s hot-spot analysis.  See Questions 3.3 and 3.4 for further information regarding when re-
entrained road dust and construction emissions would be considered in a PM2.5 or PM10 hot-spot 
analysis.    
 
PM2.5 and PM10 precursors are not considered in respective hot-spot analyses.  Secondary 
particles formed through PM2.5 and PM10 precursor emissions from a transportation project take 
several hours to form in the atmosphere giving emissions time to disperse beyond the immediate 
project area of concern for localized analyses. 
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3.3. When is re-entrained road dust considered in PM2.5 or PM10 hot-spot analyses? 
 
For PM2.5 nonattainment and maintenance areas 
 
Re-entrained road dust must only be considered in PM2.5 hot-spot analyses if EPA or the state air 
agency has made a finding that such emissions are a significant contributor to the PM2.5 air 
quality problem in a given area (40 CFR 93.102(b)(3)).   See the July 1, 2004 final conformity 
rule for further information (69 FR 40004).  Please refer to the EPA regional office for 
information on whether a finding of significance for re-entrained road dust was made for a given 
PM2.5 nonattainment or maintenance area. 
 
For PM10 nonattainment and maintenance areas 
 
Re-entrained road dust must be included in all PM10 hot-spot analyses.  EPA has historically 
required road dust emissions to be included in all conformity analyses of direct PM10 emissions -
- including hot-spot analyses.  See the March 2006 final conformity rule for further background 
(71 FR 12496). 
 
 
3.4. When are construction emissions considered in PM2.5 or PM10 hot-spot analyses?
 
Construction-related PM2.5 or PM10 emissions due to a particular project are not required to be 
included in hot-spot analyses, if such emissions are considered temporary as defined in 40 CFR 
93.123(c)(5) (i.e., emissions which occur only during the construction phase and last five years 
or less at any individual site).   
 
While, for most projects, it is anticipated that construction emissions would not be included in 
PM2.5 or PM10 hot-spot analyses, there may be limited cases where a large project is constructed 
over a longer time period where it may be appropriate to include construction emissions, when 
an analysis year is chosen during project construction.  For example, PM2.5 or PM10 emissions, as 
applicable, would be considered for projects that take more than five years to build at any 
individual site.  See Question 3.5 for further information on analysis years for PM2.5 or PM10 hot-
spot analyses.    
 
 
3.5. What time frame and analysis years should be used in hot-spot analyses? 
 
The March 2006 final rule does not change the time frame and analysis years required when 
PM2.5 or PM10 hot-spot analyses are conducted.  As discussed in the July 1, 2004, final 
conformity rule (69 FR 40056-40058), hot-spot analyses in metropolitan nonattainment and 
maintenance areas must consider the full time frame of an area's transportation plan at the time 
the analysis is conducted.  Hot-spot analyses for projects in isolated rural nonattainment and 
maintenance areas must consider the full time frame of the area's 20-year regional emissions 
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analysis since these areas are not required to develop a transportation plan under DOT's 
statewide transportation planning regulations. Although SAFETEA-LU and Clean Air Act 
section 176(c)(7) now allow the election of changes to the time horizons for transportation plan 
and TIP conformity determinations, these changes to do not affect the time frame and analysis 
requirements for hot-spot analyses.  
   
To ensure that conformity requirements are being satisfied, areas should examine the year(s) 
within the transportation plan or regional emissions analysis, as appropriate, during which: 

• peak emissions from the project are expected, and  
• a new violation or worsening of an existing violation would most likely occur due to the 

cumulative impacts of the project and background concentrations in the project area.  
EPA believes that conformity requirements are met if areas demonstrate that no new or worsened 
violations occur in the year(s) of highest expected emissions – which includes the project’s 
emissions in addition to background regional emissions.  If such a demonstration occurs, then no 
adverse impacts would be expected to occur in any other years within the time frame of the 
transportation plan or regional emissions analysis.  See the July 2004 final rule for further 
information on this topic.  
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Chapter 4:  Developing a Qualitative PM2.5  or PM10 Hot-spot Analysis 

 
This chapter provides general information on the methods and data that can be used to meet 
qualitative PM2.5  and PM10 hot-spot requirements.  The interagency consultation process would 
be used to determine what is needed for a particular project.   
 
4.1.  What methods can be used for performing qualitative PM2.5 and PM10 hot-spot 
analyses?   
 
This guidance highlights two methods for completing qualitative PM2.5 and PM10 hot-spot 
analyses.  These methods are provided as examples only, and there may be other methods. 
Elements of both methods may also be combined for a given hot-spot analysis.  The method 
chosen will be affected by the characteristics of a particular project, the project location, and 
available information.   
 
The data and method used, whether one of those below or an alternate method, must be selected 
and documented through the interagency consultation process (40 CFR 93.105(c)(1)(i)).   
 
A. Comparison to another location with similar characteristics 
 
This method is a simple approach for demonstrating that a new project will meet statutory 
conformity requirements.  It involves reviewing existing highway or transit facilities that were 
constructed in the past and built in locations similar to the proposed project and, whenever 
possible, near an air quality monitor (a “surrogate”) to allow a comparison of PM2.5 or PM10 air 
quality concentrations.  See Examples A, C, and D in Appendix B for suggestions of when this 
method can be used.   
 
The interagency consultation process would be used to determine what project(s) and air quality 
monitor(s) are appropriate to be used as a surrogate for the air quality impacts of the proposed 
project.  The project sponsor would document in the project-level conformity determination the 
reasons for picking a surrogate project and air quality monitor, including similarities to and 
differences between the surrogate and proposed project and location.  See Question 4.3 for more 
information on what other documentation should be included for a hot-spot analysis.      
 
B. Air quality studies for the proposed project location  
 
Air quality information from many sources may be available for the proposed project’s location. 
 See Examples B, C, and D in Appendix B for suggestions of when this method can be used.   
 
The SIP can be an important tool to be referenced when conducting qualitative hot-spot analyses, 
especially for PM10 nonattainment and maintenance areas that already have SIPs in place.  PM2.5 
nonattainment areas may use, as appropriate, any preliminary data or modeling from a PM2.5 SIP 
under development.  The SIP contains specific information on the air quality conditions of a 
given nonattainment or maintenance area.  Such information may include monitoring data and 
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modeling data for past or future years at or near a project’s location.  Even if a state has not yet 
begun work on its PM2.5 SIP, the air agency would be able to supply data from air quality 
monitors that may be useful in a given hot-spot analysis. 

 
In some cases, the state or local air agency or a university may also have performed an air 
quality study near the location of a proposed project.  In addition, other scientific studies may be 
appropriate to understand the potential air quality impact from certain projects.6   
 
The interagency consultation process would be used to determine what air quality information 
from a SIP or other air quality study is appropriate for assessing the air quality impacts of the 
proposed project.  The project sponsor would document within the project-level conformity 
determination the air quality information used and why it is appropriate.  See Question 4.3 for 
more information on what other documentation should be included for a hot-spot analysis.      
 
 
4.2.  What should be documented for a qualitative PM2.5 or PM10 hot-spot analysis? 
 
The hot-spot analysis should include sufficient documentation to justify the conclusion that a 
proposed project meets conformity hot-spot analysis requirements in 40 CFR 93.116 and 93.123. 
The amount of documentation needed and method of analysis chosen will vary depending on 
individual circumstances (e.g., local background PM2.5 or PM10 concentrations, the size and 
nature of the project, etc.).   
 
The hot-spot analysis should include a summary of the method and data that were used, such as: 
• A description of the proposed project,7 including where the project is located, the project’s 

scope (adding an interchange, widening a highway, expanding a major bus terminal, etc.), 
when the project is expected to be open to traffic, and what part of 40 CFR 93.123(b)(1) is 
applicable.    

• A description of the method chosen to conduct the hot-spot analysis (see Question 4.1); 
• A description of the type of PM2.5  or PM10 emissions from the proposed project that are 

considered in the qualitative hot-spot analysis (see Questions 3.2, 3.3, and 3.4). 
• A description of existing conditions pertaining to the project and project location (see list of 

factors that may be considered in Question 4.3). 
• A description of the changes in these factors that will result from the project for future 

scenarios, including changes in the surrounding environment that will affect PM2.5 or PM10 
air quality, changes in traffic and emissions trends (see Question 4.4); 

• A description of the analysis year(s) that is examined (see Question 3.5).   
• A discussion of any mitigation measures that will be implemented and their expected effects; 

and 

                                                           
6 EPA will be providing a summary of scientific studies that have been completed on the potential impacts of 
transportation projects.  See EPA’s website for further information:  
http://www.epa.gov/otaq/stateresources/transconf/policy.htm.  
7 The appropriate section of the NEPA document can also be referenced when relevant.     
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• A conclusion for how the proposed project meets 40 CFR 93.116 and 93.123 conformity 
requirements for the PM2.5  and/or PM10 air quality standards. 

 
 
4.3. What are some of the factors that may be considered in describing existing conditions 
absent the proposed project? 
 
An accurate description of existing conditions and factors that may influence PM2.5  or PM10 
concentrations in the proposed project area should be provided.  Analysis of those conditions and 
how they are projected to change over time with the addition of the proposed project is the basis 
of the hot-spot analysis.  
 
While the following list is not intended to be exhaustive or prescriptive, factors that are relevant 
to PM2.5  or PM10 levels may include: 
 
A. Air Quality   

 
Existing and future air quality information should be considered to assess the probability of the 
project causing or contributing to an air quality violation.  Analysts and reviewers should be 
aware of the existing air quality conditions so that they can understand the relative impact that 
the proposed project is likely to have. The description of existing air quality information may 
include the following: 
• Summarize PM2.5 or PM10 design values from nearby monitors in the nonattainment or 

maintenance area. Determine if a monitoring station is near the project that will provide data 
on local air quality conditions, including PM2.5 and PM10 concentrations. Monitors closer to 
the project location, but still within the nonattainment or maintenance area are preferable to 
those further away.  In the absence of a nearby monitor, other appropriate monitors in the 
nonattainment or maintenance area can also be used.  Interagency consultation would be used 
to select appropriate monitors for a given project, when monitoring information is necessary 
for a hot-spot analysis. 

• Consider reviewing data from monitoring stations located in other PM2.5  or PM10 
nonattainment or maintenance areas that may have similar traffic and environmental 
conditions to the proposed project and location.  

• Describe future estimated air quality for the attainment year, years beyond the attainment 
year, and any changes in PM2.5 or PM10 concentrations needed to meet  attainment and 
maintenance schedules.  Expected changes in air quality at the project location may result in 
changes in the background concentration and the likelihood that a given project may create 
or worsen an air quality problem.    

• Consider PM2.5  or PM10 source apportionment studies when available. 
• Consider future emissions trends that could affect air quality concentrations at the project’s 

location, such as a stationary source, port, or other new source of PM2.5  or PM10 emissions.   
• It is appropriate to also cite published scientific studies or other information regarding 

regional or local trend data on PM2.5 or PM10 concentrations, when such data is available and 
applicable to a given project and location. 
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Sources:  State/local air quality agencies or public health departments would have monitoring 
data and modeling results included in a nonattainment or maintenance area’s SIP or recent 
monitoring, modeling, or other data.  Universities or other sources may have completed 
independent air quality studies for the project or similar location.  Air quality information may 
also be useful from other nonattainment and maintenance areas with similar types of projects and 
locations.   

 
B.  Transportation and traffic conditions   
 
Available traffic information such as current volumes and expected volumes should be included, 
including any information regarding the types of percentages of diesel and other vehicles on the 
affected roadway(s).  Planned or expected development that will affect traffic volume growth 
rates should be taken into consideration.  
 
Understanding whether vehicle miles traveled (VMT) are increasing or decreasing, or how a 
project would change the mix of vehicles on the road will assist in judging the project=s air 
quality impacts.  For example, it would be important to consider the PM2.5 or PM10 air quality 
impacts of any increase in diesel truck or bus traffic due to the proposed project or other 
activities at the project location.  Also, increased VMT and how re-entrained road dust emissions 
are impacted would be considered in PM10 areas and PM2.5 areas where re-entrained road dust is 
found to be significant (40 CFR 93.102(b)(3)).   

 
Other relevant information may include transportation modes, volumes, speed, congestion, 
trends, etc.  When the project analysis is incorporated in a NEPA document, this description 
should largely reference other sections of the NEPA document that address traffic and 
transportation issues in greater depth.  
  
Sources:  Project sponsor, state department of transportation, local planning agency or 
metropolitan planning organization. 

 
C.  Built and natural environment 
 
This description would include whether the character of the project area is urban, suburban or 
rural, and whether adjacent buildings or topography create barriers to dispersal of PM2.5 or PM10. 
 Relevant development trends and land use patterns should be addressed if they have a bearing 
on potential PM2.5 or PM10 emissions and concentrations in the vicinity of the project (e.g., a new 
area or stationary emissions source, increased rail traffic resulting from a rail terminal, increased 
truck traffic due to a port or intermodal freight terminal, or due to industrial or agricultural 
purposes).     
 
Sources:  State department of transportation, the project sponsor, local planning agency or 
metropolitan planning organization. 
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D.  Meteorology, climate and seasonal data  
 
This description could address atmospheric inversions, prevailing wind direction and speed, as 
they impact PM2.5  or PM10 concentrations in the project area, if appropriate.   
 
Sources:  State/local air quality agencies, review of the applicable PM2.5  or PM10 SIP, and the 
National Weather Service. 
 
E.  Retrofit, anti-idling or other adopted emission control measures  
 
Emission control measures, such as retrofit or anti-idling measures, may mitigate any potential 
increase in PM2.5 or PM10 emissions at the proposed project’s location.  The impact of phase-in 
of national rules and regulations that EPA has promulgated, such as heavy-duty diesel rules, that 
are currently being implemented should also be considered.  
 
Source:  State/local air agency, EPA, review of the applicable PM10 or PM2.5 SIP. 
 
 
4.4.  How would changes in existing conditions be evaluated for future scenarios with the 
proposed project?  
 
Many factors may change air quality in the future and whether increases or decreases in PM2.5 or 
PM10 levels are expected should be documented in the project-level conformity determination.  
Examples of changes in factors that may lead to changes in PM2.5 or PM10 concentrations in the 
project are listed below.  Potential sources for this type of information are similar to those in 
Question 4.4. 
 
PM2.5 and PM10
 
• Changes in traffic volumes and VMT, broken out by estimated diesel fraction and diesel 

vehicle class; 
• Changes in traffic congestion and traffic flow; 
• Changes in diesel truck or bus routes; 
• Changes in truck weight limits;  
• Retrofit projects, idling policies, truck hoteling electrification infrastructure, or other 

emission reduction policies;  
• Date the project is expected to open; 
• Effect on phase-in of heavy-duty diesel emission; and 
• Changes in the built and natural environment that may change existing PM2.5  or PM10 

dispersion patterns. 
 
PM10 (unless fugitive dust is included in a PM2.5 area – see Questions 3.3 and 3.4)  
 
• street sanding/sweeping practices.  
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As described in Question 3.5, the future (build) scenario should consider whether the proposed 
project would be expected to increase or decrease PM2.5 or PM10 concentrations at the project 
location over the time frame of the area’s transportation plan or, in the case of an isolated rural 
area, over the 20-year period covered by the area’s regional emissions analysis.  The hot-spot 
analysis should address the expected air quality changes resulting from the proposed project, and 
address whether the build scenario(s) would be expected to result in new or worsened air quality 
violations of the PM2.5  or PM10 standards.  
 
 
4.5.  What are the potential measures to mitigate PM2.5  or PM10 air quality concerns?  
 
Where the proposed project may lead to a potential new PM2.5 or PM10 violation or increase the 
severity or frequency of an existing PM2.5 or PM10 violation, mitigation measures would be 
considered to reduce project emissions and any local air quality impact.  In these cases, written 
commitments for project-level mitigation or control measures must be obtained from the project 
sponsor and/or operator prior to making a project-level conformity determination (40 CFR 
93.125(a)).  A table including a menu of available options is included in Appendix C; however, 
many others may be possible.   
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APPENDIX A 
 
 
 
 
 

EXAMPLES OF PROJECTS OF AIR QUALITY CONCERN  
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Examples of Projects of Air Quality Concern 
 
 
Note:  EPA noted in the March 2006 final rule that the examples below are considered to be the 
most likely projects that would be covered by 40 CFR 93.123(b)(1) and require a PM2.5 or PM10 
hot-spot analysis (71 FR 12491).  
 
Some examples of projects of air quality concern that would be covered by 40 CFR 
93.123(b)(1)(i) and (ii) are: 
$ A project on a new highway or expressway that serves a significant volume of diesel 

truck traffic, such as facilities with greater than 125,000 annual average daily traffic 
(AADT) and 8% or more8 of such AADT is diesel truck traffic; 

$ New exit ramps and other highway facility improvements to connect a highway or 
expressway to a major freight, bus, or intermodal terminal; 

$ Expansion of an existing highway or other facility that affects a congested intersection 
(operated at Level-of-Service D, E, or F) that has a significant increase in the number of 
diesel trucks; and,  

$ Similar highway projects that involve a significant increase in the number of diesel 
transit busses and/or diesel trucks.  

 
Some examples of projects of air quality concern that would be covered by 40 CFR 
93.123(b)(1)(iii) and (iv) are: 
$ A major new bus or intermodal terminal that is considered to be a “regionally significant 

project” under 40 CFR 93.1019; and, 
$ An existing bus or intermodal terminal that has a large vehicle fleet where the number of 

diesel buses increases by 50% or more, as measured by bus arrivals. 
 

                                                           

 8This percentage is the national average of truck vehicle miles traveled (VMT) to total VMT, based on 
FHWA’s Highway Statistics publication which can be found at: 
http://www.fhwa.dot.gov/policy/ohim/hs04/index.htm. EPA’s MOBILE6.2 motor vehicle emissions model also uses 
8% truck VMT as a national default.   

 940 CFR 93.101 defines a “regionally significant project” as “a transportation project (other than an exempt 
project) that is on a facility which serves regional transportation needs (such as access to and from the area outside 
of the region, major activity centers in the region, major planned developments such as new retail malls, sports 
complexes, etc., or transportation terminals as well as most terminals themselves) and would normally be included in 
the modeling of a metropolitan area’s transportation network, including at a minimum all principal arterial highways 
and all fixed guideway transit facilities that offer an alternative to regional highway travel.” 

http://www.fhwa.dot.gov/policy/ohim/hs04/index.htm.
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Examples of Projects of That Are Not an Air Quality Concern  
 
 

Note:    The March 2006 final rule also provided examples of projects that would not be covered 
by 40 CFR 93.123(b)(1) and would not require a PM2.5 or PM10 hot-spot analysis (71 FR 12491). 
However, as noted elsewhere in this guidance, PM10 nonattainment and maintenance areas with 
approved conformity SIPs that include PM10 hot-spot provisions from previous rulemakings 
must continue to follow those approved conformity SIP provisions until the SIP is revised.     
 
The following are examples of projects that are not an air quality concern under 40 CFR 
93.123(b)(1)(i) and (ii): 
$ Any new or expanded highway project that primarily services gasoline vehicle traffic 

(i.e., does not involve a significant number or increase in the number of diesel vehicles), 
including such projects involving congested intersections operating at Level-of-Service 
D, E, or F;  

$ An intersection channelization project or interchange configuration project that involves 
either turn lanes or slots, or lanes or movements that are physically separated.  These 
kinds of projects improve freeway operations by smoothing traffic flow and vehicle 
speeds by improving weave and merge operations, which would not be expected to create 
or worsen PM2.5 or PM10 violations; and,    

• Intersection channelization projects, traffic circles or roundabouts, intersection 
signalization projects at individual intersections, and interchange reconfiguration projects 
that are designed to improve traffic flow and vehicle speeds, and do not involve any 
increases in idling.  Thus, they would be expected to have a neutral or positive influence 
on PM2.5 or PM10 emissions. 

 
Examples of projects that are not an air quality concern under 40 CFR 93.123(b)(1)(iii) and (iv) 
would be: 
$ A new or expanded bus terminal that is serviced by non-diesel vehicles (e.g., compressed 

natural gas) or hybrid-electric vehicles; and,  
$ A 50% increase in daily arrivals at a small terminal (e.g., a facility with 10 buses in the 

peak hour). 
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APPENDIX B 
 
 
 
 
 

EXAMPLES OF QUALITATIVE PM2.5  OR PM10 HOT-SPOT ANALYSES  
 

 
Note:  The information in Appendix B is intended to briefly summarize the types of methods and 
data that can be considered in qualitative PM2.5  or PM10 hot-spot analyses.  An actual qualitative 
PM2.5 or PM10 hot-spot analysis would include more documentation regarding the proposed 
project, the analysis method and data considered, and the analysis’ final conclusion.   
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Example A:  Comparison of a New Bus Terminal to  
Another Site Based on Monitoring Data 

 
Proposed project 

• A new major bus terminal is proposed to be built along a public transit route in a rapidly 
growing suburban area.  The proposed project would significantly increase diesel bus 
traffic at the project’s location.   

• The project would be located in a PM2.5 nonattainment area.   
• A PM2.5 hot-spot analysis is required for this project since it is covered by 40 CFR 

93.123(b)(1)(iii).   
 

Analysis method 
• The interagency consultation process is used to decide that the hot-spot analysis would 

rely on a comparison to an existing project with similar characteristics as the proposed 
project, as discussed in Question 4.2. 

  
Data considered 

• The hot-spot analysis would not consider PM2.5 road dust emissions, since a finding of 
significance has not been made by EPA or the state air agency.    

• A nearby air quality monitor indicates that the proposed project’s location is significantly 
below the 24-hour PM2.5 standard (50 µg/m3) and close to the annual PM2.5 standard (14.5 
µg/m3). 

• A monitor in the vicinity of an existing bus terminal in another part of the PM2.5 
nonattainment area has recorded data near the 24-hour PM2.5 standard (60 µg/m3) and a 
violation of the annual PM2.5 standard (15.1 µg/m3).   

• The existing bus terminal also has significant levels of diesel bus traffic and other similar 
traffic characteristics as the proposed project. 

• Two measures were added to the project to mitigate potential local air quality impacts.  
These measures were an anti-idling policy for diesel buses and retrofitting older buses 
that were committed to be implemented at the project location. 

 
Conclusion 

• The interagency consultation process concluded that additional mitigation measures for 
the new bus terminal would be beneficial and should allow concentrations to be lower 
than the standards compared to the air quality monitoring data found by the existing 
terminal that did not have the mitigation measures that were near or slightly over the 24-
hour and annual PM2.5 standards. 

• These measures allowed the project to meet the conformity hot-spot requirements in 40 
CFR 93.116 and 93.123.   
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Example B:  Consideration of a Highway Project and Nearby Monitoring Data 
 
Proposed project 

• The project entails a major modification to a highway interchange connecting a primary 
route to an interstate.  A significant number of diesel vehicles are expected to use the 
interchange.  

• The project would be located in a suburban portion of a larger metropolitan city.  The 
project is located in a nonattainment area for PM2.5 and PM10 standards.  

• PM2.5 and PM10 hot-spot analyses are required pursuant to 40 CFR 93.123(b)(1)(i).   
 

Analysis method 
• The interagency consultation process was used to decide that the hot-spot analysis would 

rely on air quality data at the proposed project location, as discussed in Question 4.2. 
 
Data considered 

• Air quality information supplied by the state air quality agency found the project’s 
location did not have any current violations and was significantly below the annual and 
24-hour PM2.5 and PM10 standards.  This information also showed that PM2.5 and PM10 
emissions from existing sources were decreasing in the project area into the future.   

• The hot-spot analysis would not consider PM2.5 road dust emissions, since a finding of 
significance has not been made by EPA or the state air agency.  Road dust emissions 
would be considered for the PM10 hot-spot analysis. 

• The traffic change resulting from the project was estimated.  It was found to be consistent 
with VMT increases in the metropolitan area generally where no increase in PM2.5 and 
PM10 emissions or concentrations has been noted.  

• The meteorology at the project location can generally be categorized as variable, since 
the wind varies during the day.  There is often some wind that acts to disperse PM2.5 and 
PM10 emissions at the site.  Temperature, humidity, and rainfall do not seem to influence 
the level of PM2.5 and PM10 pollution at this site. 

• A nearby monitor has not registered any violations, and through the consultation process, 
it was determined that emissions from the project would not result in a new violation as 
any increased emissions that might affect concentrations would be offset by the 
decreasing PM2.5 and PM10 emissions and concentrations at the project location.  In other 
words, any increase in the emissions due to traffic changes associated with the project, 
would be offset by decreases in the emissions from the transportation facility due to 
decreasing on-road vehicle emissions trends, as well as decreasing background 
concentrations.  This conclusion was supported by scientific journal articles about the air 
quality impact of similar projects, which were discussed through the consultation process 
and cited in the final hot-spot analysis. 

 
Conclusion 

• For the reasons described above, future new or worsened PM2.5 and PM10 violations of 
any standards are not anticipated, and therefore, the project meets the conformity hot-spot 
requirements in 40 CFR 93.116 and 93.123 for both PM2.5 and PM10.   
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Example C:  Comparison of New Highway Project to Similar Project Location in the SIP 
 
Proposed project 

• A new 6-lane freeway interchange is proposed to be built at the edge of an urban area.  
This interchange would lead to a significant increase in diesel vehicle traffic from both 
additional travel on the new connecting road, and from commercial and industrial 
development planned for the vicinity of the interchange. 

• The project would be located in a PM10 maintenance area. 
• A PM10 hot-spot analysis is required for this project since it is covered by 40 CFR 

93.123(b)(1)(i).   
 

Analysis method 
• The interagency consultation process is used to decide that the hot-spot analysis would 

rely on a hybrid of the two methods discussed in Question 4.2, which include a 
comparison to another location with similar characteristics and air quality studies. 

 
Data considered 

• Through the interagency consultation process, it was determined that the approved PM10 
maintenance plan included a modeled demonstration of maintenance for the 24-hour 
PM10 standard extending out to the year 2015.  The SIP also included a modeled 
demonstration that the annual PM10 standard would be met as long as the 24-hour PM10 
standard was met.  Therefore, consistent with the SIP’s demonstration, conformity 
requirements can also be achieved by evaluating only the 24-hour PM10 standard in this 
particular area.  

• The interagency consultation group decided to evaluate the new interchange by 
comparing it to an existing interchange that is within the PM10 maintenance plan=s 
modeling domain.  The interagency consultation group located an existing interchange 
that was located near another edge of the urban area that was similar in terms of 
meteorological conditions, and had higher diesel traffic volumes and more intensive 
surrounding development than that expected at the new interchange location.   

• This existing interchange was within the PM10 maintenance plan’s modeling grid that 
was predicted to experience concentrations of approximately 110 µg/m3.  The current 24-
hour PM10 standard is 150 µg/m3.   

 
Conclusion 

• Since this existing interchange was not predicted to experience new or worsened 
violations of the 24-hour and annual PM10 standards, and the new interchange would see 
lower traffic volumes and less development, the interagency consultation group 
concluded that the new interchange met the conformity hot-spot requirements in 40 CFR 
93.116 and 93.123.   
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Example D:  Determination of Screening Threshold for Multiple Projects 
 
Proposed projects to be considered 

• The state department of transportation (DOT) for a PM10 nonattainment area anticipates a 
large number of new highway interchange projects involving significant levels of diesel 
traffic that would require a qualitative PM10 hot-spot analysis in the next few years.   

• These projects would be considered of air quality concern by 40 CFR 93.123(b)(1)(i).   
 

Analysis method 
• The interagency consultation process is used to decide that a screening method that 

would support future qualitative PM10 hot-spot analyses for such projects.  The screening 
method is based on a hybrid of the two methods discussed in Question 4.2, which include 
a comparison to another location with similar characteristics and air quality studies. 

 
Data considered 

• The interagency consultation group agreed that it would be the most efficient use of their 
resources to develop an analysis for a hypothetical project to which individual projects 
could be compared.  

• The state DOT retained a consultant to conduct an air quality analysis of some 
hypothetical interchange projects that were representative of those the State may wish to 
construct in the future.  This PM10 nonattainment area’s on-road mobile source inventory 
is dominated by re-entrained road dust. 

• The consultant conducted an air quality modeling exercise, using typical project 
configurations and the highest background values typically experienced in the 
metropolitan area, and concluded that a project would have to generate 500,000 daily 
VMT within a one-square-mile area in order to cause a potential violation of the PM10 
standard. 

• After discussing the situation with the interagency consultation group, it was decided that 
certain projects, depending on their characteristics, could be constructed without 
triggering a violation of the PM10 standard.   

   
Conclusion 

• Any applicable future project would meet the conformity hot-spot requirements in 40 
CFR 93.116 and 93.123 by referencing the study and providing project-specific 
information for comparison.   

• Under this example, if a future project has less than 500,000 VMT/day, no further hot-
spot analysis and no mitigation is required. 

• If a future project has more than 500,000 VMT/day, further hot-spot analysis is required, 
and possibly mitigation measures.    
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POTENTIAL MITIGATION MEASURES 
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Potential PM2.5  or PM10 Project-level Mitigation Measures: Diesel Emissions   
 
 

 

 Options to Reduce PM Pollution  
Suspected Source 
of PM2.5  or PM10 

Problem 

Type of PM 
primarily 
controlled 

Mitigation Measure Comments 

 
Diesel emissions 
in general from a 
highway or transit 
facility 

 
PM2.5 or PM10

 
Provide a “retrofit” program 
for older, higher emitting 
vehicles 
 
 
 
Anti-idling requirements or 
policies (e.g., restrictions on 
idling, truck stop 
electrification) 
 
 
Routing existing traffic 
away from populated areas 
(e.g., truck restricted zone) 
 
 
Replace a significant 
number of older buses with 
cleaner busses (e.g., those 
meeting 2007 heavy-duty 
diesel standards, as 
practical, hybrid-electric 
vehicles, etc.) 
 

 
Retrofits could be used on truck or 
bus fleets to install newer engines 
or technologies known to have 
lower emissions 
 
 
Anti-idling polices are relevant 
where significant numbers of 
diesel vehicles congregate for 
extended periods of time 
 
 
Routing traffic away from 
populated areas may change an 
area’s VMT 
 
 
Cleaner buses will reduce 
localized  PM2.5 and PM10 
emissions for these types of transit 
projects 
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Potential PM2.5  or PM10 Project-level Mitigation Measures:  Fugitive Dust Emissions 
 
 

 Options to Reduce PM Pollution  
Suspected Source 
of PM2.5  or PM10 

Problem 

Type of PM 
primarily 
controlled 

Mitigation Measure Comments 

 
PM10
 

 
Truck cover laws 

 
May require greater enforcement 
effort in some areas 
 

 
PM10
 

 
Street cleaning program 

 
Includes vacuuming and flushing 

 
PM10
 

 
Site watering program 

 
Regular program will reduce dust 

 
Fugitive Dust 

 
PM10
 

 
Street and shoulder paving; 
Runoff and erosion control  
 

 
Should reduce significant quantities 
of dust material 

  
PM10

 
Changes in highway weight 
and length restrictions for 
trucks 
 

 
May change an area’s fugitive dust 
emissions or change the number of 
trucks on the road 

 
Snow and Ice 
Control 

 
PM10

 
Reduce the quantity of sand 

 
Use harder material that is not prone 
to grinding into finer particles or 
additional chemical treatments 
 

 
 
Note:   The above table focuses on measures for mitigating PM10 fugitive dust emissions because 
all PM10 areas must include these emissions in their PM10 hot-spot analyses.  However, as 
described in Questions 3.3. and 3.4., there may be PM2.5 areas that also could take advantage of 
the above measures if re-entrained road dust or construction dust is required for a PM2.5 hot-spot 
analysis.   
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Minute Action 
 

AGENDA ITEM:    5  
 
Date:   May 17, 2006  
 
Subject:  SANBAG Development Mitigation Program Cost Escalation Factor  
 
Recommendation:* Adopt the proposed cost escalation factor for the San Bernardino County 

Development Mitigation Program 
 
Background: One of the requirements of the Development Mitigation Program approved by the 

San Bernardino County Congestion Management Agency (CMA) in November 
2005 is an annual update of Nexus Study project costs and fair share development 
contributions to these projects.  This is accomplished by CMA adoption of an 
escalation factor to be applied uniformly by each affected jurisdiction so that 
development contributions keep pace with cost increases and so that no 
jurisdiction’s development mitigation program is advantaged or disadvantaged by 
the choice of escalation factor.  The Comprehensive Transportation Plan 
Technical Advisory Committee suggested CMA approval of these factors by the 
end of each fiscal year so that they are available to jurisdictions for all or most of 
the subsequent fiscal year. 

 
 The six inflation indices considered in the escalation factor are included as 

Attachment A.  Staff recommends use of the Caltrans California Construction 
Items Index as the escalation factor for the Development Mitigation Program.  It 
is the only inflation index that is specific to the unique characteristics of the 

 
*  
This item was tabled to afford technical staff from each city to 
discuss alternate possible options. 

Approved 
Plans and Programs Policy Committee 
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California transportation construction industry.  The most current annual rate of 
inflation in the Caltrans California Construction Items Index is 24.10%, 
representing escalation from 2004 to 2005.  This inflation percentage is to be 
applied to all arterial, railroad grade separation, and interchange projects listed in 
the Nexus Study, and provides the basis for adjustments to the regional portion of 
fees listed in local development mitigation programs.  The choice of escalation 
factors for local projects not included in the SANBAG Nexus Study is outside 
SANBAG’s purview.  The Development Mitigation Program requires that 
jurisdictions adopt this escalation factor by resolution to maintain conformance 
with the program (ref. Appendix J of the Congestion Management Program).     

 
 It should be noted that the Engineering News Record (ENR) escalation factor, 

which is widely used by local jurisdictions for development impact fee escalation, 
does not focus specifically on transportation projects.  It is representative of 
overall building construction costs.  Transportation projects have been particularly 
affected because of the rapid escalation in costs of the types of materials that are 
used in highways and highway structures.  SANBAG staff has researched the cost 
increases for other state departments of transportation in the western U.S. and as 
produced by the Federal Highway Administration (FHWA) for the entire U.S.  
The FHWA factor for 2004-2005 (comparing data available from the first three 
quarters of each year) was 24.1%.  Thus, California is not alone in the rapid cost 
escalation experienced over the last year. 

 
 Development contributions need to account for the escalation in costs if funding is 

to have any chance of keeping pace with the need for transportation 
improvements.  Many jurisdictions, however, are currently in the process of 
preparing and adopting compliant development mitigation programs, some for the 
first time.  Consequently, staff recommends that jurisdictions be granted 
discretion to maintain compliance with program requirements for one year 
without escalation if they incorporate both this and next years’ factors for the 
2007 development mitigation program update. Jurisdictions wishing to include 
this year’s escalation factor before the adoption of their development mitigation 
program should use the revised Nexus Study Tables 7 and 8, attached to this 
agenda item.  Those implementing the escalation factor in 2006, but following 
adoption of their program, will be required to submit an adopted Council 
resolution to the CMA by November 2006.  Those jurisdictions choosing not to 
incorporate the escalation factor must provide a Council resolution adopting new 
transportation fees (portion for regional projects) incorporating both the 2004-
2005 and the 2005-2006 escalation factors by November 2007. 
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Financial Impact: There is no financial impact to the CMA for this item.  All Staff activities are 

consistent with the adopted Budget. 
 
Reviewed By: This item will be reviewed by the Plans and Programs Committee on May 17, 

2006. 
 
Responsible Staff: Ryan Graham, Transportation Planning Specialist 
   Steve Smith, Principal Transportation Analyst 
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Minute Action 

 
AGENDA ITEM:    

 
Date:   May 17, 2006  
 
Subject: Program to Address Critical Habitat Issues (Indirect Impacts) Associated with 

Major Measure I Expenditure Plan Projects  
 
Recommendation:* Receive information regarding progress on strategy to minimize transportation 

project costs and delays associated with proximity to critical habitat 
 
Background: In June, 2005, the Board directed staff to coordinate academic, institutional, and 

stakeholder participation in development of a strategy to minimize transportation 
project costs and delays associated with proximity to critical habitat.  Based on 
this direction, SANBAG staff has initiated meetings with interested parties from 
the academic community, institutions and data repositories such as the San 
Bernardino County Museum, and other interests in development of a strategy, 
separate from the Measure I Strategic Plan, to address this issue and to ensure that 
the Measure I 2010-2040 transportation program is not the unintended principal 
source of funding to mitigate the impacts of land development on endangered 
species habitat.   

 
 One of the initial activities was the distribution of a questionnaire to local 

jurisdictions in January 2006 for the purpose of identifying and assembling 
information on existing local habitat-related initiatives.    The questionnaire is 
included as Attachment A to this agenda item.  The responses received to date 
indicate that most jurisdictions have existing programs of habitat conservation, 
impact mitigation, and land acquisition related to preservation of habitat for 
threatened and endangered species.  Much of this is on a project-by-project level, 
but more comprehensive habitat conservation programs also exist.   
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 A small working group of individuals representing the County of San Bernardino, 

County Museum and other habitat conservation interests has been meeting to 
discuss the available biological data, current activities of local jurisdictions, and 
possible directions for this effort.  Some of the activities proposed by the working 
group for the near future include: 

 
• Mapping of available biological information.  Information has been 

received from the County Museum on the level of effort that may be 
required to collect and assemble biological data to support this mapping 
effort.   

• Mapping of existing land fully or partially dedicated to habitat 
conservation and conditions associated with those lands 

• Summarization of local jurisdiction questionnaires 
• Development of an initial strategy to achieve the dual goals of cost-

effective transportation project development and habitat conservation.  
This strategy would be reviewed by local jurisdictions, SANBAG policy 
committees and the Board of Directors 

 
Although discussion of strategy is still at a very early stage, it has been generally 
recognized by the working group that habitat conservation in San Bernardino 
County may require a different approach than the direction taken in Riverside 
County.  The initial thinking is that investments in habitat conservation should be 
coordinated regionally, allowing resources for habitat acquisition and 
management to be optimized, and implemented locally.  It has also been stressed 
that habitat conservation priorities should be science-based, hence the need to 
assemble the best possible biological data.  An initial strategy can be put in place 
that is refined, over time, through gradual improvement in the supporting 
biological data.  A future agenda item will address specific proposals for the 
upgrade of biological data to support this effort. 

 
Financial Impact: There is no financial impact to SANBAG for this item.  All staff activities are 

consistent with the adopted Budget. 
 
Reviewed By: This item is scheduled to be reviewed by the Plans and Programs Committee on 

May 17, 2006 
 
Responsible Staff: Steve Smith, Principal Transportation Analyst 
   Ty Schuiling, Director of Planning and Programming 
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ATTACHMENT A 
SANBAG QUESTIONNAIRE ON LOCAL JURISDICTION HABITAT CONSERVATION AND 

MITIGATION EFFORTS 
 
The purpose of this questionnaire is to document habitat conservation and impact mitigation efforts 
completed, underway, or planned by local jurisdictions and special districts in San Bernardino County.  
The effort is part of a collaborative process by SANBAG, conservation interests, and local jurisdictions 
to both minimize the delays and costs of building transportation infrastructure and to maximize the 
conservation value achieved with the available resources.    
   
------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------  
Your Name and Title:  __________________________________________________________   
Organization Name and Department:  ______________________________________________ 
Phone No.:  _____________________  E-mail address: ___________________________ 
 ------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------  
1. Please list any specific habitat conservation initiatives that have been completed, are underway, or 

are planned within your jurisdiction/district.  These could include development of habitat 
conservation plans, establishment of conservation areas, designation of mitigation banks, etc.  These 
may include efforts that are either publicly or privately sponsored.  Use extra pages if necessary. 

 
Description and general location of 
conservation initiative or activity 

Lead/sponsoring 
agency and 
department 

Contact person 
and phone number 

Completed, 
ongoing, or 
planned? 
(C, O or P) 

Documen-
tation 
Available? 
(Y/N) 

 
 

    

 
 

    

 
 

    

 
 

    

 
 

    

 
 

2. Please list any land acquisitions, dedications, easements or other land set-asides (five acres or 
more) that have occurred within your jurisdiction over approximately the last 10 years for 
habitat conservation purposes as part of private development projects.  Please list the 
development project, approximate acreage, general location and conditions specified for 
maintenance of habitat quality.   
______________________________________________________________________ 
______________________________________________________________________ 
______________________________________________________________________ 
______________________________________________________________________ 
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3. Is habitat conservation addressed in your general plan or in specific plans prepared by or for 
your jurisdiction?  ___ Yes   ___ No  
If so, how is it addressed?  Please comment on both policy and geographic scope.  Please attach 
sections of these documents, where possible. 
______________________________________________________________________ 
______________________________________________________________________ 
______________________________________________________________________ 
______________________________________________________________________ 
______________________________________________________________________ 
______________________________________________________________________ 

 
4. What specific biological studies may be available in your jurisdiction to assist in compiling 

information on species or habitat type and quality? 
______________________________________________________________________ 
______________________________________________________________________ 
______________________________________________________________________ 
______________________________________________________________________ 
______________________________________________________________________ 
______________________________________________________________________ 

 
5. Is there anything else we should know about habitat conservation and biological data in your 

jurisdiction? 
______________________________________________________________________ 
______________________________________________________________________ 
______________________________________________________________________ 
______________________________________________________________________ 
 

6. Please describe any fee or financing mechanisms in your jurisdiction targeted to habitat 
conservation, habitat restoration and habitat maintenance.   
______________________________________________________________________ 
______________________________________________________________________ 
______________________________________________________________________ 

 
7. Would you like to receive a summary of the responses to this questionnaire? 

____ Yes   ____ No 
 
Thank you for your assistance.   
 



Measure I Strategic PlanMeasure I Strategic Plan
San Bernardino Associated Governments
Board of Directors Workshop, May 31, 2006
San Bernardino Associated Governments
Board of Directors Workshop, May 31, 2006
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Workshop ObjectivesWorkshop Objectives

Review:
Strategic Plan Scope and Process
Measure I 1990-2010 Program
Measure I 2010-2040 Expenditure Plan

Agreement: 
Updated Project Costs and Revenues
Policy Issues for Upcoming Discussion

Review:
Strategic Plan Scope and Process
Measure I 1990-2010 Program
Measure I 2010-2040 Expenditure Plan

Agreement: 
Updated Project Costs and Revenues
Policy Issues for Upcoming Discussion
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Strategic Plan ObjectivesStrategic Plan Objectives

Clear understanding of broad fiscal, 
policy and institutional issues related to 
Measure I, 2010-2040
Policy framework for successful delivery 
of Measure I 2010-2040 Program

Clear understanding of broad fiscal, 
policy and institutional issues related to 
Measure I, 2010-2040
Policy framework for successful delivery 
of Measure I 2010-2040 Program
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Strategic Plan ObjectivesStrategic Plan Objectives

Policy framework to address:
Project prioritization
Equitable fund distribution
Fund allocation process
Fiscal management
Project Delivery Roles/responsibilities
SANBAG structure

Policy framework to address:
Project prioritization
Equitable fund distribution
Fund allocation process
Fiscal management
Project Delivery Roles/responsibilities
SANBAG structure
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Strategic Plan TasksStrategic Plan Tasks

11 Strategic Plan tasks; 18-month 
schedule:
Update project lists and costs
Update revenue forecasts
Evaluate advanced funding options
Ensure most appropriate use of federal 
funds
Project prioritization policies/procedures

11 Strategic Plan tasks; 18-month 
schedule:
Update project lists and costs
Update revenue forecasts
Evaluate advanced funding options
Ensure most appropriate use of federal 
funds
Project prioritization policies/procedures
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Strategic Plan TasksStrategic Plan Tasks

Refine fair share contribution process
Define responsibilities for freeway, 
interchange, major street and grade 
separation projects
Develop policy to address cost overruns
Identify SANBAG resources/requirements
Prepare final Strategic Plan

Refine fair share contribution process
Define responsibilities for freeway, 
interchange, major street and grade 
separation projects
Develop policy to address cost overruns
Identify SANBAG resources/requirements
Prepare final Strategic Plan
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Measure I 1990-2010:
History

Measure I 1990-2010:
History

Half-cent sales tax for countywide 
transportation improvements
Approved by voters in 1989
20-year term: 1990-2010 
Separate expenditure plans for Valley
and Mountain-Desert areas

Half-cent sales tax for countywide 
transportation improvements
Approved by voters in 1989
20-year term: 1990-2010 
Separate expenditure plans for Valley
and Mountain-Desert areas
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Measure I 1990-2010: 
Revenues 

Measure I 1990-2010: 
Revenues 

Forecast of Measure I revenue: 
$1.6 billion in $1989
Estimated actual Measure I revenue: 
$1.4 billion in $1989 (which equates to 
~$1.9 billion in current $)

Forecast of Measure I revenue: 
$1.6 billion in $1989
Estimated actual Measure I revenue: 
$1.4 billion in $1989 (which equates to 
~$1.9 billion in current $)
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Measure I 1990-2010: 
Other Expenditure Plan Revenues

Measure I 1990-2010: 
Other Expenditure Plan Revenues

Forecast STIP revenue: 
$280 million in $1989 for Valley MP

Est. actual STIP revenue:
$484 million in $1989 for Valley MP
$19 million for I-15 
$15 million for other Desert projects

Forecast developer financing for Valley 
MP: $100 million in $1989.  Actual: $0

Forecast STIP revenue: 
$280 million in $1989 for Valley MP

Est. actual STIP revenue:
$484 million in $1989 for Valley MP
$19 million for I-15 
$15 million for other Desert projects

Forecast developer financing for Valley 
MP: $100 million in $1989.  Actual: $0
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Measure I 1990-2010: 
Mtn-Desert Expenditure Plan

Measure I 1990-2010: 
Mtn-Desert Expenditure Plan

Regional/Major Streets – 65%

Local Streets – 30%

E&H Transit – 5%
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Measure I 1990-2010: 
Mountain-Desert Revenue

Measure I 1990-2010: 
Mountain-Desert Revenue

Actual & Forecast Revenue – Current DollarsActual & Forecast Revenue – Current Dollars

18.1% (Estimated)$339.1 million (Estimated)Total

17.3% (Estimated)$134 million (Estimated)2006-2010

17.1%$89.1 million2001-2005

18.1%$62.9 million1996-2000

19.4%$53.1 million1991-1995

% of TotalRevenue GeneratedYears
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Measure I 1990-2010: 
Mtn/Desert Project Delivery Issues

Measure I 1990-2010: 
Mtn/Desert Project Delivery Issues

Primary focus on local street maintenance
Needs far exceed revenues in rural areas
Decentralized approach to projects
Limited ability to cooperatively leverage 
other funds
Optimistic expectations of federal funding
Local bonding initiatives/borrowing
No project delivery team (such as Fluor)

Primary focus on local street maintenance
Needs far exceed revenues in rural areas
Decentralized approach to projects
Limited ability to cooperatively leverage 
other funds
Optimistic expectations of federal funding
Local bonding initiatives/borrowing
No project delivery team (such as Fluor)
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Measure I 1990-2010: 
Valley Expenditure Plan
Measure I 1990-2010: 
Valley Expenditure Plan

Major Projects – 53%

Local Streets – 19%

Arterial Streets – 12%

Commuter Rail – 8%

E&H Transit – 6%

Traffic Mitigation & 
Environmental Enhancement – 2%
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Measure I 1990-2010: 
SB Valley Revenue

Measure I 1990-2010: 
SB Valley Revenue

Actual & Forecast Revenue – Current DollarsActual & Forecast Revenue – Current Dollars

81.9% (Estimated)$1.539 billion (Estimated)Total

82.6% (Estimated)$603.2 million (Estimated)2006-2010

82.8%$431.3 million2001-2005

82.1%$284.6 million1996-2000

80.5%$220 million1991-1995

% of TotalRevenue GeneratedYears
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Measure I 1990-2010: 
Delivery Policies, Major Projects

Measure I 1990-2010: 
Delivery Policies, Major Projects

Deliver all Major Projects in the order 
they become ready
Focus arterial funds on Major Projects
Focus federal funds on Major Projects

Deliver all Major Projects in the order 
they become ready
Focus arterial funds on Major Projects
Focus federal funds on Major Projects
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Measure I 1990-2010: 
Delivery Policies, Rail Service

Measure I 1990-2010: 
Delivery Policies, Rail Service

Frontloaded Metrolink system –
began service on three lines by 1995
Acquired property, built seven stations: 
Montclair, Upland, Ontario, RC, 
Fontana, Rialto, SB
Acquired ROW for three railroad 
branches – bike/ped/rail extension
Parking expansion – SB, Rialto, Upland

Frontloaded Metrolink system –
began service on three lines by 1995
Acquired property, built seven stations: 
Montclair, Upland, Ontario, RC, 
Fontana, Rialto, SB
Acquired ROW for three railroad 
branches – bike/ped/rail extension
Parking expansion – SB, Rialto, Upland
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Measure I 1990-2010: 
Delivery Policies, Public Transit

Measure I 1990-2010: 
Delivery Policies, Public Transit

Measure I used to sustain, improve, 
expand transit service for seniors and 
riders with disabilities

6% of funds in SB Valley – Used for 
paratransit vehicles, fare subsidies, 
transit employee training
5% of funds in Mountain-Desert areas –
Used for fare and service subsidies

Measure I used to sustain, improve, 
expand transit service for seniors and 
riders with disabilities

6% of funds in SB Valley – Used for 
paratransit vehicles, fare subsidies, 
transit employee training
5% of funds in Mountain-Desert areas –
Used for fare and service subsidies
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Interstate 215 SouthInterstate 215 South

Only listed project not fully funded 
through current Measure I
Factors:

Impact of Riverside 60/91/215 project 
Project scope – HOV lane vs. 2 lanes

Project has grown from $90 million to 
$600+ million

Only listed project not fully funded 
through current Measure I
Factors:

Impact of Riverside 60/91/215 project 
Project scope – HOV lane vs. 2 lanes

Project has grown from $90 million to 
$600+ million
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Future Discussion: 
Lessons Learned

Future Discussion: 
Lessons Learned

What lessons did we learn from the 
current Measure I project delivery that 
we can apply to Measure I 2010-2040?

What lessons did we learn from the 
current Measure I project delivery that 
we can apply to Measure I 2010-2040?
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Workshop BreakWorkshop Break
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Measure I 2010-2040Measure I 2010-2040

Voters renewed Measure I in 2004
New term: 2010-2040
Expenditure Plan revenue forecast: 

$6 billion in Measure I 
$1.1 billion in State/Federal 
$1.1 billion in development contributions

Again, separate expenditure plans for 
Valley, Mountain-Desert areas

Voters renewed Measure I in 2004
New term: 2010-2040
Expenditure Plan revenue forecast: 

$6 billion in Measure I 
$1.1 billion in State/Federal 
$1.1 billion in development contributions

Again, separate expenditure plans for 
Valley, Mountain-Desert areas
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Measure I 2010-2040:
New Components

Measure I 2010-2040:
New Components

Independent Taxpayer Oversight 
Committee
Provisions for periodic Expenditure Plan 
review

Independent Taxpayer Oversight 
Committee
Provisions for periodic Expenditure Plan 
review
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Measure I 2010-2040: 
Mountain-Desert Expenditure Plan

Measure I 2010-2040: 
Mountain-Desert Expenditure Plan

Local Streets – 70%

Major Local Highways – 25%

E&H Transit – 5%
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Measure I, 2010-2040:
Victor Valley Major Highway Projects

Measure I, 2010-2040:
Victor Valley Major Highway Projects

Expenditure Plan Revenue: 
$213 million in Measure I
$112 million in state/federal 
$88 million from development for ICs
$281 million from development for major 
roads (included in local)

Expenditure Plan Revenue: 
$213 million in Measure I
$112 million in state/federal 
$88 million from development for ICs
$281 million from development for major 
roads (included in local)
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Measure I, 2010-2040:
Victor Valley Major Highway Projects

Measure I, 2010-2040:
Victor Valley Major Highway Projects

Contributions to projects, including but 
not limited to:

New interchanges at I-15 and Ranchero, 
Eucalyptus, LaMesa/Nisqualli
High Desert Corridor
I-15 widening through Victor Valley
Route 138 widening/improvements
U.S. 395 widening/improvements

Contributions to projects, including but 
not limited to:

New interchanges at I-15 and Ranchero, 
Eucalyptus, LaMesa/Nisqualli
High Desert Corridor
I-15 widening through Victor Valley
Route 138 widening/improvements
U.S. 395 widening/improvements
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Measure I, 2010-2040:
Other Mtn.-Desert Major Hwy Projects 

Measure I, 2010-2040:
Other Mtn.-Desert Major Hwy Projects 

Expenditure Plan Revenues:
$100 million in Measure I
$14 million in state/federal
Development contributions not included

Expenditure Plan Revenues:
$100 million in Measure I
$14 million in state/federal
Development contributions not included
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Measure I, 2010-2040:
Other Mtn.-Desert Major Hwy Projects

Measure I, 2010-2040:
Other Mtn.-Desert Major Hwy Projects

Contributions to projects, including but 
not limited to:

Widening/improvements to Routes 18, 38, 58, 
62, 247, 330; U.S. 395
Barstow area grade separations – Lenwood Road, 
Vista Road
Realignment/rehab of Daley Canyon Road, 
Kuffel Canyon Road
Needles Highway improvements; reconstruction 
of J Street and construction of new bridge

Contributions to projects, including but 
not limited to:

Widening/improvements to Routes 18, 38, 58, 
62, 247, 330; U.S. 395
Barstow area grade separations – Lenwood Road, 
Vista Road
Realignment/rehab of Daley Canyon Road, 
Kuffel Canyon Road
Needles Highway improvements; reconstruction 
of J Street and construction of new bridge
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Measure I 2010-2040:
Cajon Pass Program

Measure I 2010-2040:
Cajon Pass Program

Expenditure Plan Revenues:
3% of Valley + 3% of Victor Valley
$170 million in Measure I
$60 million in state/federal

Expenditure Plan Revenues:
3% of Valley + 3% of Victor Valley
$170 million in Measure I
$60 million in state/federal
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Measure I, 2010-2040:
Cajon Pass Projects

Measure I, 2010-2040:
Cajon Pass Projects

Contributions to:
I-15 improvements through the 
Cajon Pass
Devore Interchange improvements
Truck lane development

Contributions to:
I-15 improvements through the 
Cajon Pass
Devore Interchange improvements
Truck lane development
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Measure I 2010-2040: 
Valley Expenditure Plan
Measure I 2010-2040: 
Valley Expenditure Plan

Interchanges – 11%

Local Streets – 20%

Bus Rapid Transit – 4%

Freeways – 29%

Major Streets – 18%

Commuter Rail – 8%

E&H Transit – 8%

Traffic Mitigation & 
Environmental Enhancement – 2%
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Measure I 2010-2040: 
Valley Freeway Program
Measure I 2010-2040: 
Valley Freeway Program

Expenditure Plan Revenue
$1.31 billion in Measure I
$129 million in State/Federal

Expenditure Plan Costs
$1.44 billion 

Expenditure Plan Revenue
$1.31 billion in Measure I
$129 million in State/Federal

Expenditure Plan Costs
$1.44 billion 
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Measure I 2010-2040: 
Valley Interchange Program
Measure I 2010-2040: 

Valley Interchange Program

Expenditure Plan Revenue
$497 million in Measure I
$32 million in State/Federal
$333 million in Development contributions

Expenditure Plan Costs
$862 million 

Expenditure Plan Revenue
$497 million in Measure I
$32 million in State/Federal
$333 million in Development contributions

Expenditure Plan Costs
$862 million 
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Measure I 2010-2040: 
Valley Major Street Program

Measure I 2010-2040: 
Valley Major Street Program

Expenditure Plan Revenue
$814 million in Measure I
$82 million in State/Federal
$444 million in Development contributions

Expenditure Plan Costs
$1.34 billion 

Expenditure Plan Revenue
$814 million in Measure I
$82 million in State/Federal
$444 million in Development contributions

Expenditure Plan Costs
$1.34 billion 
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Measure I 2010-2040: 
Valley Rail Program

Measure I 2010-2040: 
Valley Rail Program

Expenditure Plan Revenue
$362 million in Measure I
$330 million in State/Federal

Expenditure Plan Costs
$692 million 

Expenditure Plan Revenue
$362 million in Measure I
$330 million in State/Federal

Expenditure Plan Costs
$692 million 
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Measure I 2010-2040: 
Valley Express Bus/BRT Program

Measure I 2010-2040: 
Valley Express Bus/BRT Program

Expenditure Plan Revenue
$180 million in Measure I
$121 million in State/Federal
Potential for adjustment

Expenditure Plan Costs
$301 million 

Expenditure Plan Revenue
$180 million in Measure I
$121 million in State/Federal
Potential for adjustment

Expenditure Plan Costs
$301 million 
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Measure I 2010-2040:
Cost Update to 2006

Measure I 2010-2040:
Cost Update to 2006

Cost Escalation Factors:
Material cost increases - steel, concrete, 
cement, plastic, heavy equipment, diesel 
fuel…
Roadway/bridge construction up 90% 
Land acquisition up 80%
Utility relocation up 112%

Cost Escalation Factors:
Material cost increases - steel, concrete, 
cement, plastic, heavy equipment, diesel 
fuel…
Roadway/bridge construction up 90% 
Land acquisition up 80%
Utility relocation up 112%
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Measure I 2010-2040:
Valley Projects & Costs
Measure I 2010-2040:
Valley Projects & Costs

$3.02 
billion

$440 million

$170 million

$684 million

$480 million

$1.25 billion

2006 Cost 
Estimate

+124%$1.35 billionTotal

$140 million

$120 million

$300 million

$180 million

$610 million

2002 Cost 
Estimate

+214%Route 30 Widening, 
HOV Lane

+42%I-215 Widening, 210-I-15

+128%I-215 Widening, GT-SB

+167%I-15 Widening, 
Ontario-Devore

+105%I-10 Widening, 
Ontario-Yucaipa

% IncreaseProject
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Measure I 2010-2040:
Valley Projects & Costs
Measure I 2010-2040:
Valley Projects & Costs

$180 million

$447 million 

$95 million

$150 million

$2 billion

$1.1 billion

2006 Cost 
Estimate

----$180 millionExpress Bus/
Bus Rapid Transit

$692 million

$1.34 billion

$862 million

2002 Cost 
Estimate

----Metrolink Expansion

----Passenger Rail 
to Redlands

----Gold Line Extension 
to Montclair

+49%Major Streets

+28%Interchanges – 38

% IncreaseProject
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Measure I 2010-2040:
Cajon Pass Project Cost Update

Measure I 2010-2040:
Cajon Pass Project Cost Update

$492 million

$20 million

$202 million

$270 million

2006 Cost 
Estimate

+405%$40 millionI-215/I-15 Interchange, 
Devore

$114%$230 millionTotal

---$20 million
I-15 Dedicated Truck 
Lane – Development 

Costs Only

$170 million

2002 Cost 
Estimate

+59%I-15 Widening, 
Cajon Pass

% 
IncreaseProject
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Measure I 2010-2040:
Mtn/Desert Project Cost Update

Measure I 2010-2040:
Mtn/Desert Project Cost Update

Major Local Highways programs could 
not be sized to meet needs, viewed as 
“contributions toward”
In Victor Valley, Interchange + Major 
Street + I-15 improvement need is 
$1.3 billion vs. Major Local Highways 
Exp. Plan revenue of $413 million

Major Local Highways programs could 
not be sized to meet needs, viewed as 
“contributions toward”
In Victor Valley, Interchange + Major 
Street + I-15 improvement need is 
$1.3 billion vs. Major Local Highways 
Exp. Plan revenue of $413 million
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Project Delivery ChallengesProject Delivery Challenges

Dramatic cost increases
Critical habitat issues
Climbing bond interest rates
Costs growing faster than revenue
Shortfalls more serious in Victor Valley

Dramatic cost increases
Critical habitat issues
Climbing bond interest rates
Costs growing faster than revenue
Shortfalls more serious in Victor Valley
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Measure I, 2010-2040
Revenue Forecast

Measure I, 2010-2040
Revenue Forecast

?$1.1 billion
Private –

Development 
Mitigation

?$5.94 billionMeasure I

?$1.1 billionState and Federal

Updated 
Estimate

Expenditure 
Plan EstimateFunding Source
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Measure I 2010-2040:
Revenue Forecast Update

Measure I 2010-2040:
Revenue Forecast Update

Measure I Revenue Analysis
Dr. John Husing

State and Federal Revenues
Development Mitigation Revenues
Other Revenues
Upside/downside pressures

Measure I Revenue Analysis
Dr. John Husing

State and Federal Revenues
Development Mitigation Revenues
Other Revenues
Upside/downside pressures
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Board of Directors 
Agreement – Major Cost Estimates

Board of Directors 
Agreement – Major Cost Estimates

Staff Recommendation:
Develop Measure I 2010-2040 Strategic 
Plan using updated (2006) costs in all 
areas

Staff Recommendation:
Develop Measure I 2010-2040 Strategic 
Plan using updated (2006) costs in all 
areas
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Board of Directors 
Agreement – Revenue Estimates

Board of Directors 
Agreement – Revenue Estimates

Staff Recommendation: 
Use 2006 revenue estimates

Measure I
Dr. Husing ($8.3 billion) or
Conservative rounding ($8 billion)

State/Federal
Prop 42 revenues
Bond initiative?
New taxes/fees?

Staff Recommendation: 
Use 2006 revenue estimates

Measure I
Dr. Husing ($8.3 billion) or
Conservative rounding ($8 billion)

State/Federal
Prop 42 revenues
Bond initiative?
New taxes/fees?
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Board of Directors 
Agreement – Revenue Estimates

Board of Directors 
Agreement – Revenue Estimates

Staff Recommendation: 
Use 2006 revenue estimates

Fair share development contributions
Nexus Study with cost escalation
Include other areas of the county?

Staff Recommendation: 
Use 2006 revenue estimates

Fair share development contributions
Nexus Study with cost escalation
Include other areas of the county?
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Board of Directors 
Future Policy Considerations

Board of Directors 
Future Policy Considerations

Maintaining geographic equity in fund allocation
Project priorities:

Fixing most congested areas first?
Shelf-ready projects?
Projects with highest benefit/cost ratio?
Ability to leverage federal/state funds?
Local match?

Scaling back projects to meet new revenues
Ensuring development contributions keep pace 
with project cost increases

Maintaining geographic equity in fund allocation
Project priorities:

Fixing most congested areas first?
Shelf-ready projects?
Projects with highest benefit/cost ratio?
Ability to leverage federal/state funds?
Local match?

Scaling back projects to meet new revenues
Ensuring development contributions keep pace 
with project cost increases
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Board of Directors 
Future Policy Considerations

Board of Directors 
Future Policy Considerations

Speeding up project approval process
Emphasizing lobbying efforts in Washington, 
D.C. and Sacramento
Bonding to advance projects
Promoting public-private partnerships where 
revenue shortfalls are severe
Promoting container fees for freight 
movement
SANBAG organizational structure
Others?

Speeding up project approval process
Emphasizing lobbying efforts in Washington, 
D.C. and Sacramento
Bonding to advance projects
Promoting public-private partnerships where 
revenue shortfalls are severe
Promoting container fees for freight 
movement
SANBAG organizational structure
Others?
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Other Discussion?Other Discussion?
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Future WorkshopsFuture Workshops

September 2006
November 2006
Other workshops as needed?

Thank You!

September 2006
November 2006
Other workshops as needed?

Thank You!



San Bernardino County: 
Population Age Pyramid

2005 (s haded) & 2035

6 4 2 0 2 4 6
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10-14
15-19
20-24
25-29
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40-44
45-49
50-54
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60-64
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70-74
75-79
80-84
85+  

Percentages
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$44,649

$19,744

$45,498

$56,500
$58,889
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$29,349

$20,563

$10,000

$15,000

$20,000

$25,000

$30,000

$35,000

$40,000

$45,000

$50,000

$55,000

$60,000

$65,000

All Under 25 25-34 35-44 45-54 55-64 65 and
Over

65-74 75 and
Over

HH Income Before TaxesHH Income Before Taxes
Source: 2000 Consumer Expenditure Survey



$38,045

$22,543

$38,945

$45,149 $46,160

$39,340
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Petroleum Production and Price
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MEASURE I 2006 POPULATION ESTIMATES  
PREPARED BY SAN BERNARDINO COUNTY PLANNING DEMOGRAPHIC RESEARCH UNIT

(1) PERCENT PERCENT OF
PLANNING DOF/CO (2) 2005 OF COUNTY

REGION 2006 ADJUSTMENT TOTAL SUBAREA TOTAL

WEST VALLEY

CHINO 78,055 78,055 5.33%
CHINO HILLS 77,969 77,969 5.33%
FONTANA 165,462 165,462 11.30%
MONTCLAIR 35,648 35,648 2.43%
ONTARIO 171,113 171,113 11.69%
RANCHO CUCAMONGA 170,479 170,479 11.64%
UPLAND 74,099 74,099 5.06%
UNINCORPORATED 72,129 72,129 4.93%

TOTAL WEST VALLEY 844,954 57.71%

EAST VALLEY

COLTON 51,781 51,781 3.54%
GRAND TERRACE 12,380 12,380 0.85%
HIGHLAND 51,489 51,489 3.52%
LOMA LINDA 21,912 21,912 1.50%
REDLANDS 71,086 71,086 4.86%
RIALTO 99,189 99,189 6.77%
SAN BERNARDINO 201,823 201,823 13.78%
YUCAIPA 50,553 50,553 3.45%
UNINCORPORATED 58,975 58,975 4.03%

TOTAL EAST VALLEY 619,188 42.29%

TOTAL VALLEY 1,464,142 100.00% 73.51%

MOUNTAINS

BIG BEAR LAKE 6,182 6,182 11.74%
UNINCORPORATED 46,487 (3) 46,487 88.26%

TOTAL MOUNTAINS 52,669 100.00% 2.64%

NORTH DESERT

BARSTOW 23,599 23,599 40.14%
UNINCORPORATED 35,190 35,190 59.86%

TOTAL NORTH DESERT 58,789 100.00% 2.95%



MEASURE I 2006 POPULATION ESTIMATES  
PREPARED BY SAN BERNARDINO COUNTY PLANNING DEMOGRAPHIC RESEARCH UNIT

(1) PERCENT PERCENT OF
PLANNING DOF/CO (2) 2005 OF COUNTY

REGION 2006 ADJUSTMENT TOTAL SUBAREA TOTAL

COLORADO RIVER

NEEDLES 5,681 5,681 70.51%
UNINCORPORATED 2,376 2,376 29.49%

TOTAL COLORADO RIVER 8,057 100.00% 0.40%

MORONGO BASIN

TWENTYNINE PALMS 27,498 (4) 27,498 37.57%
YUCCA VALLEY 20,537 20,537 28.06%
UNINCORPORATED 25,149 25,149 34.36%

TOTAL MORONGO BASIN 73,184 100.00% 3.67%

VICTOR VALLEY

ADELANTO 24,880 (5) 24,880 7.43%
APPLE VALLEY 67,507 (5) 67,507 20.15%
HESPERIA 80,268 (5) 80,268 23.96%
VICTORVILLE 95,145 (5) 95,145 28.40%
UNINCORPORATED (3) 67,188 (5) 67,188 20.06%

TOTAL VICTOR VALLEY 334,988 334,988 100.00% 16.82%

TOTAL DESERT 475,018

TOTAL MOUNTAIN/DESERT 527,687 26.49%

SUMMARY:

TOTAL INCORPORATED 1,684,335 1,684,335 84.56%

TOTAL UNINCORPORATE 307,494 307,494 15.44%

TOTAL COUNTY 1,991,829 1,991,829 100.00%

(1) - CITY FIGURES FROM DOF JANUARY 1, 2006 ESTIMATES; UNINCORPORATED FIGURES
      FROM PLANNING DEPARTMENT ESTIMATES CONTROLLED TO DOF UNINCORPORATED TOTAL.
(2) - THIS COLUMN CONTAINS ADJUSTMENTS NECESSARY TO MODIFY CITY TOTALS AS
      SPECIFIED IN MEASURE I.
(3) - THE WRIGHTWOOD COMMUNITY AND AREAS NORTH OF LONE PINE CANYON ROAD WERE
      EXCLUDED FROM THE MOUNTAIN AREA AND INCLUDED IN THE VICTOR VALLEY AS SPECIFIED
      IN MEASURE I.
(4) - THE POPULATED PORTIONS OF THE TWENTYNINE PALMS MARINE BASE HAVE BEEN
      ANNEXED BY THE CITY OF TWENTYNINE PALMS.
(5) - WITH THE CLOSING OF GEORGE AIR FORCE BASE, THERE IS NO LONGER AN ALLOCATION
      OF POPULATION TO THE CITIES IN THE VICTOR VALLEY.
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